ASFC 84-3-M 


COUNCIL OF THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE 
Minutes of the meeting held on Friday, February 10, 1984 


Present: D. Taddeo, Chairman, R. Breen, J. Chaikelson, R. Roy, M. Singer, 
J. Prinez, C. Foster, M. Armstrong, T. Arbuckle-Maag, C. Barton, 
C. Bertrand, K. Bindon, A. Broes, L. Crysler, D. Dicks, R. 
Diubaldo, A. Galler, J. Doyle, A. Ketter, S. McEvenue, M. 
Oppenheim, R. Pallen, H. Proppe, J. Ryan, E. Sacca, R.Sharma, 
W. Sellers, H. Shulman, G. Trudel, M. Taylor, G. Valaskakis, 
J. Young, L. Van Toch, K. Herrmann, C. Langford, S. Ferguson, 
K. Konig, A. Megann, C. McPherson, J. Szabo, L. Cabb, D. McArdle 
P. Gott, J. Griffin, D. Schuhmacher, S. Saikaley, S. Cassells, 
J. Relton, B, Murdock, 


Absent with regrets: K. Argheyd, F. MacLeod, B. Petrie, 0. Schwelb, 
M. Hewitt. 


Guests: M. Hogben, F. Krantz. 
1. Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order at 1:35 p.m. 


2. Approval of Agenda 


The Chairman said that he would like to add to the agenda as item 
5A the appointment of student representatives to Faculty Council. 


84-3-1 It was moved and seconded (Trudel/Szabo) to approve the agenda as 
amended. 


Vote: Carried 


3. Approval of Minutes 


The Chairman suggested that approval of the minutes of the meeting 
held on January 13th be put over to the next meeting because it 

was a rather voluminous report and members had had very little time 
to read it. 


4. Chairman's Remarks 


The Chairman said he had no remarks to make at this point in the 
meeting. 


5. Questions and Announcements 


Prof. Maag drew attention to the letter that had been sent out over 
Prof. John Hill's signature which indicated that the faculty workloads 
are tentative at the moment and that the final workload agreement 
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could not be settled until after the contract negotiations are com- 
pleted. Shortly thereafter Departments received printouts of the 
preregistration timetables. Prof. Maag said that the problem is 
that that timetable is an imaginative view and will likely have 

to be changed drastically between now and registration because it 
is not known what professors will be teaching, or what resources 
will be forthcoming to cover the costs of workloads or the heavy 
enrolment of last year. It is known that the heavy enrolments have 
drained the part-time pool so that there is very little access to 
part-time faculty and schedules will have to be changed to suit 

the part-time faculty members who are available. Given these facts, 
Prof. Maag asked that serious consideration be given to the idea 

of not holding preregistration this year. 


Vice-Rector Breen replied that the matter would be discussed by 
the Deans, Vice-Rectors and the Rector the following week in the 
light of what had been said. 


Prof. Shulman asked to have speaking privileges granted to Prof. 
F. Krantz and his request was granted. Prof. Hogben was granted 
speaking privileges also. 


Dean Chaikelson said that she had asked to have something done about 
changing the chairs in the meeting room and asked if anything had 
been done about it. Dean Taddeo replied that he would look into 

the matter on behalf of Council. 


Dean Roy reported that he had just received the good news that the 
application for a five-year NSERC university fellowship in the Depart- 
ment of Mathematics had been approved and that Dr. Kumar Murty will 

be joining the Department next year for a five-year period and pot- 
entially an additional five-year period. He said that these are 
attractive awards because they come with operating research grants. 
There are fifty such awards in Canada and there is another application 
being considered on the short list. 


Applause followed Dean Roy's announcement. 
Elections 


Student Representatives to the Faculty Council 


It was moved and seconded (Galler/Trudel) to approve the appointment 
of Pierre Paré, John Relton, Sebastian Cassells, and Andrew Saikaley 
to Council to replace the members who have resigned (Phil Scalia, 
Suma Rejiva, Felicia Zabo, Harry Wakefield). 


There were no other nominations. 


Vote: Carried 
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In view of the recent change in the nature of the student consti- 
tuency, Provost Singer asked if Council could be informed as to the 
distribution of the students. 


Ms. Konig reported that Mr. Relton is in Division II and IV, Mr. 
Casselis in Division II, full-time Loyola, Mr. Saikaley is a full- 
time Loyola student in Division II, and Mr. Paré is in Division 
III, full-time SGW. The others are in Division I and II and there 
are four representatives in Division IV and two in Division III. 


Ms. Konig replied in the affirmative to the question of whether 
she was satisfied that that was about the right distribution among 
the Divisions and Campuses. 


Internal Restructuring of the Faculty of Arts and Science - 
Fourth Session (ASFC 84-1-Dl, ASFC 84-3-DOCS 1-10) 


Vice-Rector Breen reiterated the three points that he had made at 

the January meeting of Council when his first document was considered 
(ASFC 84-1-D1): 1) to preserve the integrity of Arts and Science; 

2) to try to establish greater decentralization of the Faculty; 

3) to safeguard and foster cross-faculty communications; and said 
that a fourth point would be to then have a leader who would not 

be too preoccupied with all the minute details of the day-to-day 
running of the Faculty to devote himself to the broader issues fac- 
ing the Arts and Science Faculty in the university of today and 

the university of tomorrow. 


Vice-Rector Breen said that as a result of the last discussion there 
were several items which he tried to summarize at the end of the 
meeting for further elucidation and clarification: 


1) a greater understanding of the role of the Provost and of the 
Vice-Provost, and with that in view he had prepared the report on 
the responsibilities for these positions; 


2) that there would be one leader for the Faculty; 


3) in the interest of decentralization, faculty personnel matters 
concerning contract renewals, merit increases, promotions, leaves 
of absence, would be the responsibility of the Vice-Provosts who 
would also be responsible for the day-to-day operations of Depart- 
ments. 


4) the Provost will then have more time to deal with major issues 
and priorities of the Faculty and to establish a facility for multi- 
disciplinarity. 


5) with regard to the Associate Provosts, Vice-Rector Breen said it 
is important that they have faculty-wide responsibility in charge 
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of curriculum development, academic advising of students, and 
faculty and staff development, and will play a very important 
role in the development of cross-Faculty communication; 


6) Vice-Rector Breen said that he had opted for the appointment 
of the Associate Provosts although the suggestion had been made 
by some members that they be searched; 


7) on the question of to whom the Colleges should report, he said 
that he had left that intentionally vague last time although 

he had indicated his feeling that they should report directly to 
the Provost and he said he had not changed the programme sectors 
because he thought that should be left to the new Provost and Vice- 
Provosts to do; 


8) the major space allocation has been placed in the portfolio of 
the Provost because there are going to be major decisions that 

will have to take place in the next few years and some hard deci- 
sions will have to be made with regard to changes in allocations; 


Finally, Vice-Rector Breen said he sees the Executive Committee 
as a very important function in the Arts and Science Faculty. 
He invited the comments and discussion of the members of Council. 


Following a debate as to how the discussion ought to proceed, 
Prof. Langford asked if the intention would be to arrive at the 
point at which the logical motion following an adoption in prin- 
ciple at the previous meeting would be to transmit to Senate 

and that one might view some of the details as interpretive 
documents which would be attached to that transmission to Senate. 


Vice-Rector Breen replied that the discussion was taking place 

as a result of a request from the Rector of what type of reporting 
channels the Arts and Science Faculty ought to have under a single 
Vice-Rector. Therefore, the response would be transmitted to 

the Rector. 


Ms. Szabo said that there are some points that are in conflict 
with the original motion for a single Dean and she asked who 
on the Administrative structure will sit on Senate. 


Vice-Rector Breen replied that he had not yet addressed that 
question but he could envisage the possibility of having all 
three Vice-Provosts and Provost on Senate. 


Prof. Maag said that she had looked at the job descriptions for 
the current Deans and had noted the points similar to the respon- 
sibilities for the Vice-Provosts and asked if she was right in 
assuming that the responsibilities for the Provost have been 
derived from those of the Vice-Rector Academic, Arts and Science. 


could 


84-3-3 


Vice-Rector Breen replied in the negative and said that he had 
taken into account the job descriptions for Deans and Divisional 
Deans. 


Prof. Maag said that her concern is that the new position of 
Provost has been created because of the size of the Faculty and 
that there should be certain elements of the current job des- 
cription of the Vice-Rector Academic in order to have the position 
made more acceptable to Senate. She suggested that the title 
should be Provost and Associate Vice-Rector Academic to stress 
that the Faculty is different to other Faculties because of its 
size and that there is a need for someone in the intermediate 
level in the hierarchy. 


Prof. Shulman thought that there was a need for a statement on 
accountability in the document. He asked Vice-Rector Breen if 
he envisioned the position of Vice-Provost to be that of equiva- 
lent power and authority of the Deans in the present structure 
or as one of lesser authority. 


Vice-Rector Breen replied that as far as contract matters 

are concerned he saw little difference, as far as Faculty-wide 
responsibilities are concerned and in being members of the Exe- 
cutive Committee he thought it to be much different because it 
will be the Executive Committee that will make those decisions. 


It was moved and seconded (McEvenue/Trudel) to adopt in 
principle the documents on the Responsibilities of the Provost 
and the Responsibilities of the Vice-Provosts (ASFC 84-3-D10) 
as an appendix to Document ASFC 84-1-D1. 


Ms. Konig called for a secret ballot on this motion and all sub- 
sequent amendments. 


Mr. Relton explained the students’ position in saying they found 
themselves in a rather ambiguous position because they voted 
against the last document in principle and that they saw a clear 
compromise and are not sure that the document having been accepted, 
in fact, calls for one dean. The position they read into it is 

four deans described by the document itself as being on the decanal 
level and for that reason had asked for a secret ballot. 


The discussion on the motion continued. 


Prof. Bertrand said that he intended to vote against the motion 

in principle because he agreed with the earlier speakers that 

it was a proposal to have four deans. One of the things he noticed 
in the current document on the responsibilities of the Divisional 
Deans, circulated by Dean Chaikelson, is the item that says 

"these Divisional Deans are currently the responsible people 

to recommend on the appointment of the Department Chairmen" and 
that there is nothing in the new documents about who will be 
responsible for the appointment of Chairmen, 


-+-/6 


26 


Also, he noted that in the new document, item b, under Vice- 
Provosts that they will recommend to the Vice-Rector Academic, 
without the Provost, on contract matters and unlike the current 
document no consultation with Department Chairmen. He said we 
are not going to have one Faculty, we are going to have three and 
wondered it it would not be better to do that, to create three 
Faculties. 


Mr. McArdle saw the new proposal as an attempt to clarify a com— 
promise which was approved at the last meeting between two sides. 
One side in favour of greater unity within Arts and Science, @ 
greater level of centralization and the abolition of Divisions, and 
the other side which is essentially opposed to those points and 

in favour of preserving the status quo. He asked what specific 
responsibilities are being removed from the authority and respon- 
sibility of the current Divisional Deans and placed in the offices 
of the new Provost. 


Vice-Rector Breen repeated that as far as personnel matters are 
concerned it is exactly the same. The difference is that at 
the present time where there are a number of faculty positions 
to be given to the Faculty as a whole, it is the Vice-Rector 
Academic who convokes the Deans to decide where they should go. 
Under the new structure it will be the Provost who will do that. 
He will play an important role also in the distribution of the 
Faculty budget, in coordinating the work of the Faculty, and 

he will Chair the Executive Committee. 


Prof. Proppe thought it would be irresponsible of Council to 
approve a motion on the documents at this meeting before they had 
been studied. He thought the proper way to proceed would be to 
table the motion, strike a committee consisting of representa~ 
tives from the various interest groups, a Dean or two, a couple 

of Department Chairmen, perhaps a CUFA representative, and to man- 
date the committee to study the proposals, write a report, send 

it to the members of Council with plenty of lead time and then to 
have the debate. 


Dean Chaikelson said she had asked to have the job despription 
for the Divisional Deans distributed before she knew there was 
going to be Dr. Breen's written submission. She said she had 
done that because she had the feeling that nobody understood 
what a Divisional Dean does other than curriculum and student 
advisisng. She stated that approximately five months of her 
time is spent on personnel matters and that there is little 
time to step back to look at the overall picture or plan for 
future. She confirmed Vice-Rector Breen's statement that votes 
are never held in any committees above Councils and Senate. 
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Prof. Valaskakis called the question. 


A vote was taken on those in favour of calling the question and it 
was carried. 23/20/- 


A vote was taken by secret ballot and the motion was carried. 30/19/- 


The Chairman said that before moving on to discuss the matter 
further he would like to ask Council to grant him speaking privi- 
leges and thought this was the only time available to him to 

speak out on this issue. His wish was granted and he relinquished 
the Chair to Vice-Rector Breen for the next few minutes. 


Dean Taddeo said he felt obliged to make it clear where he stands 
on the issue and for that reason had asked to be able to speak. 

He said he cannot give his support to the descriptions for 

Provost and Vice-Provosts as they had been distributed. He thanked 
the Vice-Rector and his colleagues for attempting to come up 

with a compromise which would be able to bring together the diverse 
elements in the Faculty over an issue which was contentious two 
months ago and which seemed to him to have reached some sort of 
compromise plateau in the tabling of the Breen Document at the 
January meeting of Council, In rereading that document he found 
that there were certain items in it which seemed fundamental to 

an Arts and Science Faculty with a single Dean which are vitiated 
in the job descriptions for the Provost and Vice-Provosts. He 
supported his position by quoting from the document. 


Dean Taddeo said that is seemed to him that the point of divergence 
stems from a sentence on page 4 of the document where it is stated 
that: "In the new structure the present decanal level of Divisional 
Deans will be replaced by Vice-Provosts." He said that his fears 
have been confirmed in the type of reaction that was forwarded to 
him as Chairman of Council, and distributed to Council members, in- 
sofar as how people interpreted the decanal power of the Vice- 
Provosts. It seemed to him that you cannot have a Vice-Dean or Vice- 
Provost who will be responsible for personnel matters only, nor can 
you have a Provost who has no say in the development of personnel 
within his or her Faculty. Indeed, if there are to be Vice-Provosts 
who are equivalent to Faculty Deans (or Divisional Deans) then we 
will have three Deans and a titular Provost who is neither, nor. 

To pretend that a Provost will be in the line authority above the 
Deans of the other Faculties and the Vice-Provosts will also be on 
an equal footing with them is to delude ourselves, if not in Council 
then surely at Senate. If Vice-Provosts are to be less than Faculty 
Deans, that is if authority is delegated to them, he could live with 
that with less difficulty and as an example read paragraph 6b of the 
document on the Responsibilities of the Vice-Provosts. 
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He agreed that there should be compromise but only to a certain 
point. He said he was fully supportive of the document distri— 
buted in January and would have been fully supportive of the 
current one had item 6-b been written in a different way. He 
said he would like to continue to maintain the possibility of 
speaking against this issue if not in Council then in Senate 
because he did not think that under clear and persistent question- 
ing that he could logically explain where the Vice-Provosts fall 
in relation to the other senior administrators in the University, 
and to defend the concept that was adopted last year that there 
be one authority for the Faculty. 


Dean Chaikelson stated that she felt that since Dean Taddeo had 
spoken out against a principle that was adopted by Council he 
should relinquish the Chair or she would have to call for a vote 
of non-confidence. 


Dean Taddeo called for a seconder of the motion. It was seconded 
by Provost Singer. 


In the course of the discussion that followed a number of inter-— 
ventions were made in support of the Chairman's ability to carry 
the wisdom of Council to Senate. 


Dean Chaikelson was asked to withdraw her motion. 


She replied that she had made the motion because she did not 
think that the Chairman of Council could present a document 

of Council to Senate and then speak against it and not be seen 

as speaking against it as Chairman, but that she would follow the 
wish of Council. 


Provost Singer consented to the request and the motion was withdrawn. 


It was moved and seconded (Proppe/Pallen) to move into the Committee- 
of-the-Whole. Vote: Carried 


Mr. Relton gave his reasons for his objection to the document 
being adopted in principle. He said that he had the feeling 

that the people who are fighting most strongly for the document 
don't believe in it themselves and in moving towards compromise 
they are hoping, above all else, to save the Faculty of Arts and 
Science. In coming together in the compromise we are left with 
three divisions although Council voted to remove Divisions. 

He questioned some of the terminology in the document. Under 
Vice-Provosts it is said that they "decide", they "prepare the 
budget", "they shall be responsible"; the Provost is called upon 
to "share in developing philosophy", "ensures ongoing efficient 
administration", "convokes the Executive Committee", "discusses", 
"coordinates", "ensures consistency", "fosters harmonious rela- 
tions", "decisions that affect the department will be made at 

the Vice-Provost level","the Provost will have the opportunity 
to attempt to influence the decisions made by the Vice-Provosts", 
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Mr. Relton questioned the proposal with regard to personnel matters, 
an area he regards to be unquestionably the touchiest matter 
currently within the Faculty, in that personnel matters will 

be decided by the Vice-Provosts in a direct line relationship 

to the Vice-Rector because of the interpretation being given to 

the collective agreement before it is published. He concluded 

his remarks by saying that we are left in the ambiguous position 
of believing that what we have just adopted in principle is a 
motion not only for status quo but worse than status quo because 
the Colleges will be reporting directly to the Provost in the 
amplification (in the original document they may in fact be under 
the Vice-Provosts) and will be represented onthe Executive Commit- 
tee where they don't have a voice. The Associate Provosts, al— 
though not searched, will have to sit in a Committee with the 

four people who appoint them and will be expected to speak strong- 
ly on items which are of extreme importance Faculty-wide - curricu- 
lum, student affairs, and staff development - and will not be given 
the opportunity to speak with the same strength of voice as the 
Vice-Provosts. He pointed to the fact that the Provost, who is to 
have the strongest voice for the Faculty, is not responsible for 
personnel or budgetary decisions, while the Vice-Provosts are to 
continue to report on exceedingly important matters directly to 

the Vice-Rector Academic. He said he could not understand how in 
principle we have accepted a proposal that gives us a Provost and 
three Vice-Provosts speaking for the Faculty outside the Faculty 

at this important time when the University is going through many 
difficult attempts to provide priorities for the University. 


Prof. Proppe suggested that an effective way to come to a decision 
would be to mandate a committee to study the document in the context 
of what had been said in the meeting. 


With regard to the collective agreement Prof. Proppe said that the 
notion that certain clauses are cast in concrete and impossible to 
change is false but it has to be recognized that certain clauses 
reflect very deeply the academic principles. He gave as an example 
the issue of whether or not the Vice-Provosts could be searched 
saying that at the moment the argreement requires that the compar- 
able position be searched and that it is unlikely that an agree- 
to the contrary could be reached. 


Vice-Rector noted that it was the wish of the Faculty to have a 
single authority and to have procedures followed in such a way 

that the head of the Faculty will not be overburdened with minute 
details to the extent that he cannot concern himself with the 
major issues confronting the Faculty. He said he recognized that 
there had been a certain amount of disagreement with regard to 
procedures and that it was good to know Council's reaction. He 
thought a great deal of progress had been made and that a certain 
amount of collaboration would be required of all members of Council 
to complete the task. 
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Prof. Langford summarized the debate that followed by saying that 
most of the interventions made had not been aimed at moving forward 
on the basis of the decisions taken at the last meeting. He felt 
that the emotional temper of the debate was rising principally 
because a group of Council, perhaps 40%, insisted on turning the 
question back to the issues that had been decided, therefore he 

was inclined to call for adjournment. 


Prof. Maag thought that one of the reasons the debate had become 
emotional was that the addressing of the Faculty structure at 

the level of job descriptions and reporting structure of the 
Faculty is something that cannot be understood and debated until 
it is decided. She said that the underlying problem is that 
there are two basic functions which the structure would have to 
perform: 1) the function of personnel issues which are best 
suited by smaller units with responsibile heads, and 2) the func- 
tion of curriculum and student affairs issues which are best served 
by divisional heads. She thought that that should be recognized 
in order that the idea of compromise becomes more than something 
other than just two positions opposing each other. 


Prof. Maag supported Prof. Proppe'sS suggestion that a committee 
be formed to study the different points of view that had been 
advanced and that the committee be chaired by the Vice-Rector, 
contain at least one Dean and that the other Divisions be repre- 
sented by Chairmen or Principals, two students, and a CUFA rep- 
resentative. She said the committee should work together in the 
spirit of collegiality to bring together the different points 

of view recognizing that what we are trying to create is not 

a compromise where everybody loses, but a compromise where every- 
body wins a little bit. 


It was moved and seconded (Sacca/Trudel) to move out of the Com 
mittee-of-the-Whole. Vote: Carried 


It was moved and seconded (Bindon/Trudel) to adjourn the meeting. 
Vote: Carried 


